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Juvenile Justice

~
(...pproved 1996)

Juvenile justice systems include court, probation, parole, prevention and
intervention programs and agencies responding to delinquent and other
behaviors identified in juvenile statutes. The system may encompass
delinquents, status offenders an ! Victims of abuse and neglect. Juvenile justice
system aQencie:s ~re urged to de elop policies, programs and practices reflecting
the following pnnclples:

Juvenile justice systems must ha e the flexibility to meet the needs of the broad =-0
range of children and youth served, from the most violent youth to those children
who are victims of abuse and ne9.lect. The judicial process, treatment and
authority vested must be responsive to the needs of children and youth and to
protecting society .For many years studies have shown that child abuse and
neglect are predictive of delinquent behavior and adult crime. Moreover, general
societal attitudes of intolerance of differences and glorification of violence
contribute to these same behaviors. These root causes must be addressed
through appropriate intervention ~roughout the juvenile justice process as well
as through changes at the comm*nity level. Therefore:

I. The juvenile justice system must offer a continuum of services which
includes the appropriate relSources to meet the needs of children and
youth wJJo are victims and/or offenders. Such a continuum should offer a
range of services from prevention and early intervention to remedial and
extended care and custody while recognizing the importance of
partnerships with other syStems of service delivery .The priority of this
continuum should be, whenever possible, to eliminate the risk of
delinquent behavior throu9lh primary prevention.

II. Coercive intervention and remedial services should follow the least
restrictive principle by offe~ng varying levels of supervision and custodial
care. Agencies should develop and use a risk and need assessment
procedure to assist in mak-ng custody, dispositional and/or supervision
decisions.

III. Every effort should be ma~e to address the need of the child or youth for
permanence and bonding with the family and home community. To the
degree possible, services $hould be inclusive of, and cognizant of, family
issues and needs.

~IV. Service systems should b built on principles which reflect the individual
growth and development o children and youth and provide effective and
humane approaches to su ervision, custody and treatment while
recognizing the uniqueness of each individual child and youth. Service
systems should utilize rewards as an integral component in responding to
children and youth, and holding them accountable for their behaviors. At
the same time, court Orde~ d sanctions and conditions, as well as agency

decisions should demonst ate consistency and equity .

V. The restoration of victim, ender and community should be included as
part of any service system addressing juvenile delinquency.

VI. All agencies, acting on be alf of the government and involved in the life
of a child or youth must acCept the resulting responsibility to provide
services or assist in secun~ g appropriate services which guide and

nurture children and youth toward healthy and productive adult lives. This

fundamental principle sho Id guide the justice and service delivery



processes so that sanctio~ing and coercive control support and assist
healthy emotional and so4ial development.

~



Co~munity Justice

Working Definition of Commun ty Justice
Community justice is a strategi method of crime reduction and prevention,
which builds or enhances partn rships within communities. Community justice
policies confront crime and deli quency through proactive, problem-solving
practices aimed at prevention, ontrol, reduction and reparation of the harm
crime has caused. The goal is t create and maintain vital, healthy, safe and
just communities and improve t e quality of life for all citizens.

Position Statement
APPA believes that, at times, tr ditional criminal and juvenile justice policies
and practices have not been abl to attain genuine peace and safety and may
have alienated and ignored citi ns and victims. Community justice principles
of crime prevention plus victim nd community reparation offer greater hope
of securing genuine peace and j stice and of gaining community satisfaction
with its justice system.

APPA therefore resolves that th principles of community justice will guide the
work of the organization in kee ing with its proclaimed motto of "Community
Justice and Safety for All.'. The {rision of APPA is a community justice vision.
This vision will guide the orgam1ation in promoting adult and juvenile
probation and parole policies a d practices that are grounded in community
justice principles and values.

Principles of Community JUSti

~The community is the nexus of ommunity justice; therefore, each individual
community must ultimately defi e the concept and practice of community
justice. The work must nonethe~ess remain true to an ideal as expressed by the

following guiding principles: I

The commun1ty, 1nclud1n$ individual victims and offenders, is the

ultimate customer, as w~ll as partner of the justice system.

.

Partnerships for action, ~mong justice components and citizens, strive
for community safety an4 well being.

The community is the pr t ferred source of problem solving and citizens
work to prevent victimiz tion, provide conflict resolution and maintain

peace.

Crime is confronted by a~dressing social disorder, criminal activities and

behavior, and by holdingloffenders accountable for the harm they cause

.



to victims and the comm~nity.

Core Values I

The justice system benefits th~ community by:

striving ~o. repair the hartn caused by crime to individual victims and

commumtles; I

.

working to prevent crim~ and its harmful effects;.

doing justice by addressirg problems rather than merely processing

cases; and I

.

promotjng communjty prptectjon through proactive, problem-solvjng
work practjces plus jnterrentjons ajmed at changjng cnmjnal behavjor .

.

These efforts help to create an~ maintain vital, heaLthy, safe and just
communities where crime cann~t flourish.

1

The Relationship Between Co munity Justice and Restorative Justice
Community juotice and restora ive justice often are used as synonymous terms.
While the terms are compleme tary, they are not interchangeable. Community
justice is a strategic method to control and reduce crime and therefore
impacts the system in which w work. Restorative justice is a process of
responding to criminal acts and impacts how we do our work. In other words,
community justice seeks to tra storm the justice system to one that is
inclusive and works in partners ip with the community in order to impact the
community environment. Resto ative justice practices promote healing,
reparation and reconciliation o all parties harmed by criminal acts. The
desired results are peaceful, h rmonious and just retationships among
individual victims, offenders a d their communities. Positive human
relationships contribute to a p~sitive community environment. Restorative
justice is therefore crucial to t~e success of a community justice strategy.

Community Justice Strategy I
A comprehensive community ju~tice strategy:

. includes restorative just~ce practices and processes;

includes both adult and juvenile offenders;.

. focuses on creating safe~ communities rather than on doing things to or

for offenders; I

. pursues the goal of pubj~ safety within a scope of preventing

vicumization; I



places a high priority on ~he rights and needs of victims and the

community; I

.

seeks harmonious worki 1 relations among all justice components and

practices, citizens, com unity and social service organizations,

educational systems, an faith communities;

focuses on problems cau~jng as well as caused by crime; and.

promotes correctional pr~gramming that is based on sound research and
measurable for effective~ess.

.



Ca$eload Standards

Introduction

In the spring of 1990, APPA memb~ William I. Hughes raised the issue ofwhether the

Association should develop standar for the size of supervision caseloads for probation

and parole officers. Mr. Hughes no that there are currently no national standards, and
stated that he would like to see AP A take an active role in setting standards.

This request was sent to ASSOciatio~ President Donald Evans, who referred it to the
Issues Committee. This report sets orth the preliminary recommendations of the
Committee. It is by no means the ii al word on'the subject, and the Committee invites the
membership to add their reactions d comments.

Background

The issue of the ideal size for a pri ation or parole caseload has been discussed for as
long as there have been professiona s in the field. National organizations and
commissions have addressed the su ~ect with regularity. ifnot with great success, in
achieving compliance with those f ommendations.

In the early days of the debate over/the optimum caseload size, the number of50 was
suggested. CharIes L. Chute of the ~ational Probation and Parole Association is credited
with establishing this number. A ~ elOad of 50 survived as the accepted wisdom until the
1967 report of the President's Co ission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice. In the Corrections repo a caseload size of 35 was put forth as the new "best"
sIze.

While organizations and national mmissions were debating the wisdom of one or
another caseload size, there was a od deal of research going on in probation and parole
to empirically assess the effectiven ss of various caseload sizes. Much of this research
was conducted in California, and ch of it was inconclusive. None of it definitively
answered the question: "What is th ideal caseload size?"

Why is This Question So Hard to Answer?

To the casual observer, it would se~ to be a rather straightforward question. Why can't
the professionals in a well-establis ed field, assisted by capable researchers, provide a
definitive answer to the question o how many offenders a caseload officer should carry?

As with so many things, it is not simple. Probation and parole may be a profession in
North America, but they certainly o not represent a unified, coordinated service
providing supervision of offenders der an accepted and comprehensive model of policy
and procedure. On the contrary , pr bation and parole is a pluralistic, high decentralized
enterprise engaged in by hundreds f departments at the federal, provincial. state. county
and municipal level across North erica. The diversity among these service providers is
substantial, and thus it is very dim ult to simply state, with any degree of confidence.
much .of anything which will apply unifonnly to all (or even most) probation and parole
agencIes.

This variation among agencies is e result of locally determined policies and procedures.
which are driven by statutes, court ecisions. resources and other factors unique to a
particular jurisdiction. Nonethelessj, there are commonalties in issues and concerns which



link the agencies together. These1 nI1 the basis for efforts such as these, to develop and
issue standards which will be resp nsive to the needs of the field, while reflecting and
accommodating the need for indiv dualization by the agencies.

What Are the Key Elements or his Discussion?

It will be helpful to identify and b~ef1y discuss the key elements involved in the
detem1ination of the optimal casel~ad size.

1 Successful Supervision S~ tegies-- While the field of probation and parole is still
looking for reliable supervi ion models, research has identified several key -
strategies which have prov n effective in supervising offenders. -

,

The most basic of these is ifferentiation of supervision. Simply stated, not every
offender needs the same e or amount of supervision to achieve the goals of
probation or parole. There e a number of proven and accepted methods for
determining the type and ount of supervision, but the key is that in order to be
most effective and efficien there must be varying amountS of supervision
provided to offenders.

This concept is crucial to e discussion of ideal caseload size because it states as
a given that cases (probatio erslparolees) will be treated differently in terms of the
amount and type of supervi ion they will receive. This means that the caseload
officer will be expected to ive differing amounts of time and types of attention to
different cases.

In practice. this translates i~to different types of frequencies of personal contacts
for the caseload officer .G erally speaking, the more serious or higher priority
cases are assigned a greate level of supervision, meaning that the officer will be
expected to have more freq ent contact with that offender (and others involved in
the case). More frequent co tact results in more time being spent on a higher
priority case. The converse is also true, that lower priority cases demand less time
of the caseload officer.

j
a

It thus becomes clear that ~ counting cases under this approach, it is necessary to

factor in the priority of the ase, as that will determine the amount of time the

officer is required to spend Cases cannot be counted as equal, because they are
being assigned differing p orities, and are requiring differing amounts of caseload
officer time.

2. The Workload Concept in~ upervision -Over the past decade, a revolution of
sorts has occurred in proba ion and parole supervision. A significant proportion of
the agencies (including mo t of the largest) have adopted classification and case
management systems for eir supervision operations..

While these innovations have thei roots in research and operations in many jurisdictions,
it is clear that the greatest impetus for these changes was the work done in the Wisconsin
Bureau of Community Correction in the mid-1970s. The system developed was adopted
by the National Institute ofCorrec ions (NIC) as part of their Model System and was
implemented by dozens of jurisdi ions as part of the NIC efforts.

The Model System incorporates ; e differentiation in case priorities described earlier
(known as classification) and corn lements that with a method of accounting for cases
known as the "workload" model.



Like classification, the workload m el is based on differentiation among cases. It bases
that on the amount of time required o supervise a particular case up to standards. Since
cases are assigned to different level of supervision, they will require varying amounts of
time for the officer to supervise up t standards. The workload concept factors time into
the weight that a case receives in as igning it to an officer and for accounting for its
contribution to the officer's total res onsibilities.

Under a workload approach, individpal supervision cases are not all equal. Some are
worth more because they have greater requirements for the type and frequency of contact
required. Others are worth less, because less is required.

Workload vs. Caseload

It is important for work to be assess~ and recorded in a manner that reflects the priorities
of the agency. Thus, ifprobation an parole agencies are adopting case management
strategies which are based on differ tiation of case supervision, then the method for
a.c;signing and accounting for those c es must accommodate that approach. It does not
make sense to count every case as e ual in assigning and accounting for total caseload if
the basic supervision strategy is to p osely supervise cases differentially. The
accounting scheme must also count ases differentially.

The workload concept does that, an thus is a more accurate and fair way to describe
officer caseloads. It also, however, akes it more difficult to define an ideal caseload in
numbers. This.is because it is possib e (and very likely) to have caseloads which are made
up of different numbers of the vario s case types. An example is shown below:

Supervision Caseload

: Medium

!

Low

.2 hours I 60

I hour 120
I

If the maximum number of hours av .Iable to the caseload officer is 120 per month, the
caseload can be made up of30 high riority cases, 60 medium priority cases, or 120 low
priority cases. In all three instances, the officer would have a full workload, i.e., one
where the number of hours needed t fulfill the minimum requirements on all the cases
(demand) is equal to the amount of ours available to the officer (supply).

As the table illustrates, there are thr caseloads where the total number of cases is very
different, but the total workload is ual. When there is a mixture of all three priority
level cases in one caseload, there ar almost endless possibilities (between 30 and 120 in
the example) as to the total number f cases in a given caseload that would equate to a
full workload.

Difficulties in Developing Nation~ Standards

The process for developing a WOrkl~ ad model for a given supervision agency is fairly
straightforward. and has been well fined (see NCCD Workload Management brochure.
attached). The difficulty comes in e diversity and pluralistic nature of the probation and



parole field. The process of setting ,riorities, and developing and implementing policy
and procedures is by and large COn~ OIled by the individual agency. There is little that is
done in all (or even most) probatio and parole agencies with enough consistency of
pra~t~ce to support national worklo d standards. Among the points on which agency
polIcies vary are: I

basis for classification (risk.lneeds, offense).

contact standards (type and frequency).

hours ofwork, leave policie~

collateral duties.

With all these points ofvariance, it t ould not be feasible to develop national workload
standards.

What Should APPA Do?

It is clear that APPA's potential acti~ns in this area are constrained by several factors.

The search for the s~ gle "magic number" for the optimal caseload size is

futile, and counterpr ductive. It runs contrary to the cUITent knowledge

and practice in the ti Id, and sets forth an unrealistic expectation that such
..a standard can be set be achieved, and produce desirable results.

2. The current (and for eeable future) state of professional practice in
probation and parole .s such that national standards based on a workload
model could not be hieved. There is too much diversity in practice to
enable the basic rese ch and development to be completed. It is not
realistic (or desirable to attempt to force a national model on agencies to
facilitate compliance with a national standard.

3 The need for nationa~ standards is real and urgent. No group has spoken

effectively to this dil mma, and APP A is the only organization with both

the resources and the stake. Probation and paroie agencies are facing
increasing workload emands, static or decreasing resources and greater
demands for account bility .

Recommendation to the Executiv~ Committee:

The Executive Committee should a4opt a policy statement addressing the issue of
national caseload size standards. Th~ policy should:

. Encour~ge agencies to a4opt a workload model for case assignment and
accountIng. I

. Explain the workload mldel in brief, highlighting its advantages.

Recommend that agenci s avoid, wherever possible, the use of
undifferentiated caseloa terminology.


